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 4 
Abstract 5 
Objective: To explore whether area-level socioeconomic position or the form of retail stream 6 
(conventional versus farmers’ market) are associated with differences in the price, availability, 7 
variety and quality of a range of fresh fruit and vegetables. 8 
Design: A multi-site cross-sectional pilot study of farmers’ markets, supermarkets and 9 
independent fruit and vegetable retailers. Each was surveyed to assess the price, availability, 10 
variety and quality of 15 fruit and 18 vegetable items. 11 
Setting: Retail outlets were located in South-East Queensland. 12 
Subjects: Fifteen retail outlets were surveyed (five of each retail stream).  13 
Results: Average basket prices were not significantly different across the socioeconomic 14 
spectrum however prices in low socioeconomic areas were cheapest. Availability, variety, and 15 
quality did not differ across levels of socioeconomic position however the areas with the most 16 
socioeconomic disadvantage scored poorest for quality and variety. Supermarkets had 17 
significantly better fruit and vegetable availability than farmers’ markets however price, variety 18 
and quality scores were not different across retail streams. Results demonstrate a trend to fruit 19 
and vegetable prices being more expensive at farmers’ markets, with the price of the Fruit basket 20 
being significantly greater at the organic farmer’s market compared with the non-organic 21 
farmers’ markets.  22 
Conclusions: Neither area-level socioeconomic position nor the form of retail stream was 23 
significantly associated with differences in the availability, price, variety and quality of fruit and 24 
vegetables, except for availability which was higher in supermarkets than farmers’ markets. 25 
Further research is needed to determine what role farmers’ markets can play in affecting fruit and 26 
vegetable intake. 27 
[word count: 250] 28 
 29 
 30 
 31 
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Introduction 32 
Consumption of an adequate quantity and variety of fruit and vegetables (F&V) is strongly 33 
linked to the achievement of good health, whereas inadequate consumption is associated with 34 
chronic disease(1-3). Australia’s national dietary guidelines specifically support the consumption 35 
of a variety of F&V with recognition that inadequate F&V consumption is responsible for 2.1% 36 
of Australia’s total disease burden, representing significant avoidable healthcare costs(4).  37 
 38 
Dietary behaviour is complex and although social, environmental, economic and individual 39 
factors have been identified as key determinants(5), it remains poorly understood. People of low 40 
socioeconomic position (SEP) are least likely to comply with dietary guideline recommendations 41 
when purchasing and consuming food(1, 6-9) and, consequently, experience a disproportionate 42 
burden of nutrition-related ill-health(10). Whilst it has been proposed that differences in food 43 
price, availability, accessibility and affordability may play a role in the observed dietary 44 
inequalities(11), studies examining the underlying cause(s) in Australia have produced 45 
inconclusive results(6, 11-13). Cost effective strategies that reduce dietary inequalities are urgently 46 
required(14). 47 
 48 
Farmers’ Markets (FMs) are predominantly fresh food markets that operate regularly within a 49 
community where farmers (and often retailers) sell produce and associated products directly to 50 
consumers. The number of FMs in Australia has increased rapidly in recent years and whilst up-51 
to-date annual revenue figures are not available, in 2004 it was estimated that based on figures 52 
from 17 Australian FMs, annual revenues of all FMs were approximately AUD$ 40 million(15). 53 
Whilst more recent national estimates are not available, a Victorian survey of FMs in 2010 54 
estimated that annual revenue from Victorian FMs alone was approximately AUD$ 113 55 
million(16), demonstrating the significant growth that has occurred in FMs in recent years. In 56 
comparison, total consumer expenditure on food and in Australia in 2003-04 was AUD$ 89 57 
billion(17).  FMs aim to provide customers with regular supplies of fresh food, access to improved 58 
nutrition and contribute to the economic, social and health capital of the host community(18). It 59 
has been proposed that FMs could also contribute to a reduction in obesity and food security by 60 
playing a role in educating consumers on food and nutrition, improving cooking skills, and 61 
contributing to development of coherent communities via provision of positive social 62 
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connections(19-21). Non-causal mechanisms such as education, income and food-related values 63 
must also be considered as mediating the relationship between FM patronage and the opportunity 64 
for better health outcomes. A small Australian study has indicated that FMs may play a role in 65 
increasing the consumption of F&V for regular attendees(20).  66 
 67 
FMs may therefore offer potential as a public heath nutrition strategy, particularly for improving 68 
the dietary intakes of lower socioeconomic groups. However, it has been proposed that as FMs 69 
have become fashionable, they have started selling boutique, expensive food products, becoming 70 
a place for the ‘food elite’ to do their grocery shopping and potentially excluding certain social 71 
groups(22).  72 
 73 
There has been some research, both in Australia and internationally, suggesting that customers 74 
perceive that FM produce is of a higher quality(15, 20, 23, 24). It has also been claimed that FMs may 75 
offer a price advantage over other retail streams(19). However, there has been little research that 76 
confirms the existence of such benefits and whether any associated advantage varies by area- 77 
level SEP. The objective of this pilot study is to address this gap by collecting preliminary data 78 
on whether or not either area-level SEP or the form of retail stream (FM, supermarket or 79 
independent F&V retailer) is associated with differences in the price, availability, variety and 80 
quality of a range of fresh, seasonal F&V.  81 
 82 
Methods 83 
This study was a multi-site cross-sectional pilot study of five FMs, five supermarkets and five 84 
independent F&V retailers operating in five South-East Queensland suburbs conducted in 85 
August and September 2009. Ethics approval was obtained from the <Blinded> Human Research 86 
Ethics Committee.  87 
 88 
Sample Design 89 
A list of FMs located in South-East Queensland was compiled based on an Internet search, of 90 
which 17 met the preliminary inclusion criteria of being predominantly a fresh produce market 91 
(≥80% food products); running weekly or fortnightly; and operating for longer than 6 months.  92 
 93 
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The final selection of five FMs was based on the need to represent a range of SEP areas, market 94 
manager consent and logistical requirements.  The Index of Relative Socio-economic 95 
Disadvantage (IRSD) was used as a proxy for classifying each suburb’s SEP. The IRSD is one of 96 
the Australian Bureau of Statistic’s Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas (SEIFA) which is a suite 97 
of four indexes that ranks the socioeconomic characteristics of Australian geographic areas(25). 98 
The IRSD measures relative disadvantage, incorporating 17 measures of the economic and social 99 
resources of people and households within a geographical area(26). A high score is interpreted as 100 
a relative lack of disadvantage(26).  101 
 102 
Data Collection and Survey Instruments 103 
For each FM, two conventional retail outlets (one large supermarket and one independent F&V 104 
retailer) within 5 km by road of the FM were identified via an Internet search. The closest 105 
conventional retailers that provided consent were included. One FM, supermarket and F&V 106 
retailer in each of the five geographical areas (making a total of 15 retail outlets) were surveyed 107 
on the price, availability, variety and quality of 15 fruit and 18 vegetable items. Table 1 reports 108 
the location and SEP classification for each of the five areas studied. Of note, the FM located in 109 
ISRD Decile 8 (high SEP) was an organic FM, whilst all others dealt largely in non-organic 110 
produce with minor amounts of organic produce available also. As a pilot study, sample size was 111 
small with low statistical power.  Statistical significance was set at p = 0.05. 112 
 113 
[Inset Table 1] 114 
 115 
The produce items included in the survey were based on those included in the Queensland 116 
Government’s Healthy Food Basket Survey(27) and seasonality considerations (Table 2). Price, 117 
availability, variety and quality were scored for a Fruit basket (15 items), a Vegetable basket (18 118 
items) and a combined F&V basket (33 items). Whilst prior consent was obtained from store 119 
management, retailers were not aware of the date that the audit was to be conducted, minimizing 120 
the chance that produce offerings and prices could be manipulated.  121 
 122 
[Insert Table 2] 123 
 124 
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The two predictor variables employed in this study were area-level SEP and store type. Criterion 125 
variables included price, availability, variety and quality scores for the Fruit, Vegetable and 126 
combined F&V baskets. Area deprivation characteristics (as ascertained by the IRSD index) 127 
were used to classify the selected geographic areas as either low (areas located in decile one and 128 
decile three), mid (area located in decile four) or high (areas located in decile seven and decile 129 
eight) SEP areas (Table 1).  The major factor informing this reclassification was adequate 130 
representation of various points on the socioeconomic spectrum. 131 
 132 
Availability of the 15 fruit items and the 18 vegetable items was reported as ‘available’ (score 1) 133 
or ‘not available’ (score 0), a reporting method used in similar earlier surveys(12, 27). From this, an 134 
availability score was calculated, with a higher score representing a greater availability. When an 135 
item was not available in-store, it was not possible to determine a score for price, variety or 136 
quality. Price was recorded by noting the cheapest dollar price and pricing unit for an available 137 
produce type. At certain retail outlets, the price of some items were only available on a per unit 138 
basis and as weighing the produce was not feasible, an average fruit or vegetable weight was 139 
obtained from the NUTTAB 2006 database using FoodWorks 2007(28). This method was used to 140 
determine a per kilogram price, facilitating appropriate statistical comparisons. Pumpkin was 141 
excluded from the final price analyses as the recorded price data did not clearly distinguish 142 
between varieties with significantly different sizes, hindering meaningful price comparisons.  143 
Variety was scored by counting the number of different varieties that were available for each of 144 
the different types of F&V in each of the baskets. For example, if six different apple varieties 145 
were available at a store the allocated score was six. ‘Variety’ in this survey referred only to the 146 
different cultivar of F&V, rather than the same variety packaged differently. Quality was scored 147 
as ‘Poor Quality’ = ‘1’, ‘Satisfactory Quality’ = ‘2’ and ‘Good Quality’ = ‘3’, where a higher 148 
score represented a greater degree of quality, based on the visual appearance of the item. Taste 149 
was not included in the determination of quality. Whilst this classification of quality was based 150 
on those used in the Healthy Food Access Basket Survey Guidelines(27), this survey differed as it 151 
used three, rather than two, quality categories. This provided an additional level of quality 152 
information, distinguishing between acceptable (‘satisfactory’) produce and exceptional (’good’) 153 
produce. For example, a poor quality score would be given when there was significant amounts 154 
of mould or damage evident; a satisfactory classification may include a majority of individual 155 
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pieces that are damage free but include several items that are damaged, bruised or moldy; and, 156 
good quality classification was assigned when all the items in the section appeared fresh, free of 157 
damage and mould. Data collection was completed for all items by one researcher to facilitate 158 
consistency of measurement. 159 
 160 
Statistical Analyses 161 
Audit data were analysed using PASW Version 18.0(29). To preserve the size of the dataset, 162 
where an item was missing, the mean price for the variable was imputed. Fifteen fruits and 17 163 
vegetables were included in the final analyses for price, whilst 15 fruits and 18 vegetables were 164 
included for availability, variety and quality analyses. Basket scores were normally distributed 165 
except for the price of the Fruit basket, the price of the F&V basket and the three availability 166 
basket scores. The price scores for the Fruit and the F&V baskets were amenable to log 167 
transformations, whereas the availability scores were not. Where log transformations were 168 
conducted, geometric mean and the anti-logged log scale confidence interval are reported(30). For 169 
parametric data, one-way analysis of variance was employed to explore relationships between 170 
SEP or store type and basket scores. For non-parametric data, the Kruskal-Wallis statistical test 171 
was used to explore the relationships between SEP or store type and basket scores, with post-hoc 172 
testing employing the Mann-Whitney U test. A comparison was made between basket prices at 173 
the single organic FM and the non-organic FMs. Correlation testing was used to assess 174 
interrelationships between criterion variables. 175 
 176 
Results 177 
 178 
The average availability, price, variety and quality scores for the Fruit basket, Vegetable basket 179 
and F&V basket across different levels of socioeconomic disadvantage are shown in Table 3. 180 
Availability, price, variety and quality scores were not significantly different across levels of 181 
SEP. However prices in low SEP areas tended to be cheapest and increased with higher levels of 182 
SEP whilst quality and variety scores were lowest in the more socioeconomically disadvantaged 183 
areas and increased as relative advantage increased.  184 
 185 
[Insert Table 3] 186 
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 187 
Table 4 presents the average scores for availability, price, variety and quality for the Fruit basket, 188 
Vegetable basket and F&V basket across the three types of retail outlets. The median availability 189 
score of the Fruit basket (p=.011) and of the F&V basket (p=.027) were significantly different 190 
across store types. Post-hoc analysis evaluating pairwise differences amongst the groups, 191 
controlling for Type 1 error across tests using the Bonferroni approach, revealed that availability 192 
score was significantly higher in supermarkets than FMs. 193 
 194 
Price, variety and quality scores were not significantly different across store types. Exploration 195 
of the observed trends indicated that customers tended to pay the most for all three baskets when 196 
they shopped at FMs and the least when they shopped at independent F&V retailers.  Average 197 
variety scores trended highest at supermarkets, followed by independent F&V retailers and then 198 
FMs. Customers interested in quality were potentially better off shopping for the Vegetable 199 
basket at FMs but the quality of the Fruit basket was assessed as highest at supermarkets. Quality 200 
scores for all three baskets were poorest at independent F&V retailers.  201 
 202 
[Insert Table 4] 203 
 204 
A comparison was made between the prices of the baskets at the single organic FM compared to 205 
the four (predominantly) non-organic FMs (data not shown). Basket prices were higher at the 206 
organic FM compared to the non-organic FMs. The Fruit basket was $27.63 more expensive than 207 
the next most expensive FM ($45.30 organic FM vs. $17.67 highest price non-organic FM), the 208 
Vegetable basket was $18.21 more expensive ($69.62 vs. $51.41), and the F&V basket was 209 
$48.51 more expensive ($114.92 vs. $66.41). 210 
 211 
Spearman’s Rank-Order correlation assessed the interrelationships between the scores of 212 
availability, price, variety and quality for all three basket types (data not shown). Price and 213 
quality scores were significantly correlated for all three baskets (Fruit: (rs(13)=.589, p=.021); 214 
Vegetable: (rs(13)=.532, p=.041); F&V: (rs(13)=.640, p=.010)). Quality and availability were 215 
positively correlated for the Fruit basket (rs(13)=.518, p=.048) and the Vegetable basket 216 
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(rs(13)=.542, p=.037). For the F&V basket there was a significant correlation between 217 
availability and variety scores (rs(13)=.674, p=.006). 218 
 219 
Discussion 220 
This study has explored the variation in price, availability, variety and quality of a selection of 221 
F&V between conventional (supermarkets and independent F&V retailers) and non-conventional 222 
(FMs) retail streams and across area-level SEP. Availability of the F&V basket was significantly 223 
different between retail streams with Supermarkets scoring better for availability than FMs. The 224 
organic FM was found have significantly higher prices for the Fruit basket compared to the other 225 
FMs. Whilst further significant differences were elusive in this pilot study, an analysis of the 226 
trends indicates that potential differences may exist for price, variety and quality of F&V across 227 
areas of differing levels of socioeconomic disadvantage and for availability, price, variety and 228 
quality of F&V across different retail streams. Trends indicated that whilst areas with greater 229 
levels of socioeconomic disadvantage may have access to cheaper F&V than more advantaged 230 
areas, the variety and quality of F&V on offer was poorer. A trend towards higher prices at FMs 231 
saw FM customers paying the highest price for the all three baskets whilst those shopping at 232 
independent F&V retailers paying the least.  In terms of variety, supermarkets scored highest for 233 
all baskets with little difference in variety between FMs and Independent F&V retailers. Whilst 234 
quality was not different between store types, F&V quality scores at FMs and Supermarkets were 235 
higher than at independent F&V retailers. Quality and price scores were significantly positively 236 
correlated for all baskets.  237 
 238 
Similar to the results of this study, several Australian studies have found that lower SEP areas 239 
were not disadvantaged in terms of price of nutritious foods(6, 11, 12). However, it is recognized 240 
that such results do not provide insight into the ability of those people with a low SEP to afford a 241 
dietary intake in line with nutritional recommendations(6, 12, 14).  There is evidence that dietary 242 
decisions when made in the context of sustained budgetary constraints are driven by maximizing 243 
calories per dollar spent, which potentially translates into reduced purchasing of F&V(31, 32). 244 
Other barriers not related to price may potentially prevent lower SEP groups, and possibly the 245 
general population, consuming adequate F&V such as nutrition knowledge(33), taste preferences, 246 
health concerns(34, 35), cooking abilities and storage facilities(9).  247 
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 248 
The trend towards poorer F&V variety and quality in areas with higher levels of socioeconomic 249 
disadvantage is important as environmental factors, whether real or perceived, potentially 250 
contribute to decreased dietary compliance amongst people living in relatively disadvantaged 251 
areas(14, 36, 37). Whilst earlier work in Melbourne reported a degree of area-level disadvantage in 252 
relation to produce availability and variety(11), two Brisbane-based studies did not find similar 253 
associations(6, 12). Turrell’s study(6) did not concentrate on F&V alone and looked only at 254 
availability in supermarkets, and both Winkler et al.(12) and Turrell(7) only considered Brisbane 255 
(the capital city), rather than South-East Queensland. South-East Queensland may experience a 256 
different degree of residential segregation along socioeconomic lines than Brisbane alone, which 257 
could then impact on observed socioeconomic disparities in F&V availability and variety.  258 
 259 
No Australian studies known to the authors have explored whether or not fresh produce in lower 260 
SEP areas is of a different quality to that available in more advantaged areas. The trend observed 261 
in this study towards poorer quality scores in lower SEP areas is concerning. Poor quality 262 
produce may erode price advantages observed in relatively disadvantaged socioeconomic areas 263 
as poorer quality produce may not keep as long, may be less visually appealing and potentially 264 
does not taste as good as higher quality produce. 265 
 266 
Whilst no Australian studies were identified that explore differentials in fresh F&V price, 267 
variety, availability and quality amongst conventional and non-conventional retail streams, 268 
international research has found that the type of (conventional) retail outlet influences the price 269 
and availability of food(38, 39). Organic produce is often priced at a premium to non-organic 270 
produce(40) and therefore it is reasonable to assume that for some households organic F&V may 271 
not be easily affordable. It is therefore unsurprising that the price of the baskets were higher at 272 
the organic FM (which also was located in a high SEP area) than at the non-organic FMs. It is 273 
acknowledged that the higher price of produce at the organic market affects the comparisons 274 
made of the basket prices across store types and SEP levels. Regardless of whether FMs sell only 275 
premium priced organic produce or not, it has been argued that FMs have become places for 276 
socioeconomically advantaged people to shop(22), casting doubt over whether the promotion of 277 
10 
 
FMs  as a public health nutrition strategy aiming to reduce dietary intake inequalities would 278 
indeed be successful.  279 
 280 
Perceptions impact food purchasing decisions(14). Whilst quality for the three baskets was not 281 
found to be different between retail streams in this study, information collected in parallel with 282 
that discussed here, found that the majority of customers believed that FMs sold produce 283 
superior in taste, quality, variety and delivered more value when compared to conventional retail 284 
streams(41). Assessment of quality is difficult(42). Research has demonstrated that whilst price is 285 
not a good indicator of ‘objective’ quality, particularly in relation to food products, consumers 286 
frequently use price to infer quality(42). As average prices in the current study tended to be 287 
highest at FMs, this may explain the perception of better quality and ‘value’ that has been 288 
associated with FMs(41).  289 
 290 
The trend towards poorer variety scores found in this study for the vegetable and the F&V 291 
baskets at FMs compared to conventional retail outlets potentially reflects FMs commitment to 292 
offering local produce only. FMs often market themselves as supporting local agriculture and 293 
therefore are unlikely to consistently match the large range in produce offered by conventional 294 
retailers, who are able to import and stock a wide range of F&V varieties from all over Australia 295 
and the world.   296 
 297 
The limitations of this study include the inability to make interpretations at the individual level 298 
due to the ecologic study design, inability to infer causal relationships and lack of 299 
generalisability. As a pilot study, statistical power was lacking, hindering the ability to obtain 300 
significant findings. It is acknowledged that mean imputation is not a perfect way to deal with 301 
missing values and can reduce variable variance and influence correlations(43). Whilst within 302 
each geographic area, conventional retails stores were selected that were as close as possible to 303 
the FM, the actual distances between these shopping alternatives may not reflect shopping 304 
alternatives for those residents who lack access to a private motor vehicle. Of note, access to 305 
independent transport has been found to be more important in determining food access than 306 
living in a food desert(13). Geographic areas vary in their ethnic diversity and this may impact on 307 
produce availability, price, quality and variety. Ethnicity was not directly considered in this 308 
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research however the use of commonly available items is likely to have reduced the impact of 309 
such differences.    310 
 311 
Additional limitations in this study include the reliance on appearance to assess quality and the 312 
fact that the single assessor was not blinded to product price. Whilst a defined assessment 313 
protocol was followed to improve the reliability of the quality score, it cannot be excluded that 314 
the assessment of quality was impacted by the prices observed by the researcher. In addition, the 315 
quality score did not attempt to capture other important quality attributes, such as taste, which is 316 
an important factor in determining food consumption(44). Finally, as mentioned above, the 317 
inclusion of one organic FM which had higher produce prices alongside four non-organic FMs 318 
may have confounded subsequent price comparisons. Future research would benefit from a more 319 
complete assessment of produce quality and a more in-depth consideration of the differences 320 
between organic and non-organic produce prices. 321 
 322 
Study strengths include the attempt that was made to consider two conventional and one non-323 
conventional (FM) F&V retail streams. The majority of past Australian research in this area has 324 
focused on conventional retail streams(6, 11, 12). Today’s food retail environment presents 325 
consumers with more diverse retail options, clearly demonstrated by the increase in FMs seen in 326 
Australia(45) and abroad(46).  327 
 328 
Further research is required to determine whether areas that experience relatively greater levels 329 
of socioeconomic disadvantage actually experience poorer availability, variety and quality of 330 
fresh F&V when both conventional and non-conventional retail streams are considered. This 331 
pilot study drew on a small sample of F&V retailers and focused on only some of the elements 332 
that impact food choice. It is recommended that further study is carried out with a larger sample 333 
of both conventional and non-conventional retailers, to improve our understanding of how these 334 
retailer outlets influence the food environment, purchasing decisions and dietary intake and how 335 
this varies by area-level SEP.  336 
 337 
This pilot study found that whilst lower SEP areas showed a trend towards cheaper F&V, it is 338 
possible that this price advantage is eroded by the trend towards poorer variety and quality of 339 
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produce available in these areas. It also demonstrated that conventional retailers and FMs are not 340 
significantly different in the price, variety and quality of F&V but that availability of F&V was 341 
better at supermarkets than FMs. 342 
 343 
 344 
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Table 1: Geographical location and socioeconomic position classification of Farmers’ Markets  
Geographic area* IRSD Decile SEP Classification 
Brisbane (outer suburb) 1 Low 
Moreton Bay 3 Low 
Brisbane (inner suburb) 4 Mid 
Gold Coast 7 High 
Brisbane (inner suburb) 8 High 
ISRD, Index of Relative Socioeconomic Disadvantage; SEP, Socioeconomic position 
* In each geographic area, one FM, one supermarket and one independent F&V retailer were 
surveyed 
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Table 2: Availability, price, variety and quality basket scores by area socioeconomic position 
 
 Low SEP Mid SEP High SEP Test statistic p-value a, b 
 (n = 2 geographic areas) (n = 1 geographic area) (n = 2 geographic areas) (df)  
AVAILABILITY Median (Range)      
Fruit Basket  14.5  (10.0 – 15.0) 15.0  (13.0 – 15.0)  13.0  (13.0 – 15.0) 0.764 (2, N=15) c .682a 
Vegetable Basket  17.5  (17.0 – 18.0) 18.0  (18.0- 18.0) 18.0  (18.0- 18.0) 5.250 (2, N=15) c .720a 
Fruit & Vegetable Basket  32.0  (27.0 – 33.0) 33.0  (31.0 – 33.0) 33.0  (31.0 – 33.0) 1.672 (2, N=15)c .433a 
      
PRICE (AUD$) Mean (SD)      
Fruit Basketd  45.20  (38.31 - 53.35) 52.27  (40.72 – 67.11) 56.61  (42.09 – 76.15) 1.707 (2,12) e .223b 
Vegetable Basket  54.01  (12.57) 60.46  (5.22) 70.17  (20.08) 1.658 (2,12) e .231b 
Fruit & Vegetable Basketd  98.15  (80.24 – 120.05) 112.74  (95.26 – 133.42) 125.57  (97.38 – 161.94) 2.252 (2, 12)e .148b 
      
VARIETY Mean (SD)      
Fruit Basket  23.8  (3.86) 27.5  (3.09) 26.59  (5.16) 0.941 (2,12) e .417 b 
Vegetable Basket  37.9  (9.12) 36.7  (6.66) 43.12  (7.90) 0.847 (2,12) e .453 b 
Fruit & Vegetable Basket  61.8  (11.53) 64.1  (9.70)  69.7  (11.07) 0.797 (2,12) e .473 b 
      
QUALITY Mean (SD)      
Fruit Basket  36.75  (5.87) 41.0  (4.00)  40.88  (3.22) 1.467 (2,12) e .269 b 
Vegetable Basket  44.62  (7.32) 49.00  (2.65)  50.50  (2.43) 2.093 (2,12) e .166 b 
Fruit & Vegetable Basket  81.37  (12.45) 90.00  (1.73) 91.38  (4.48) 2.263 (2,12) e .147 b 
a Kruskal-Wallis Test 
b ANOVA 
c χ 2 (df) 
d Natural log transformation performed; anti-log of the log scale  mean (geometric mean) and 95% confidence interval presented 
e F (df)  
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